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ELECTION COMMISSION QV INDIA 
New Delhi, the 7th October, 1985 
ORDER 

O.N. 96.- Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that th? contesting candidates specified in column 
(4j of the Table below at the election to the Himachal Pradesh Legislative Assembly as specified in column (2) 
and held from the constitutency correspondingly specified in column (3) against their names have failed to lodge 
accounts of their election expenses, as shown in column (5) of the said Table, as required by the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951, and the rules made thereunder; 

AND WHEREAS the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said fail¬ 
ure even after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any. 
is satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

NOW, THEREFORE, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares 
tlie persons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being, a mem¬ 
ber of cither House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 
three yc,ars from the date of this order. 




table 


S. Particulars of 

No. Election 

S, No. 8c Name of 
Constituency 

Name and address of the candidate 

Reason for dis¬ 
qualification 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to the 
Himachal Pradesh Legis¬ 
lative Assembly, 1985 

29 -Gagret (SC) 

Shri Ram Chand, 

Vill. & P.O. Ambota, 

Distt. Una, 

Himachal Pradesh 

Account not lodge* 

2, General Election to the 
Himachal Pradesh Legi¬ 
slative Assembly, 1985 

35—Gangath. (SO 

Shri Som Raj, 

V. 8c P.O. Kandrori, 

Teh. Nurpur, 

Disit. Kangra, 

Himachal Pradesh 

Account not lod¬ 
ged in time & 
in manner 


[No. 76/HP—LA/85 (3)] 
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New Delhi, the 31st October, 1985 

O.N, 97-—In pursuance of section 106 of the Re¬ 
presentation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of l95l), the 
Election Commission heieby publishes the order dated 
4-9-1985 of the. High Court of Delhi in Election Petition 
No. 3 of 1985. 

[No. 82|i>DHP|3|85j 
By Order 

T, D. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

Election Commission of India 

TN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NHW DELHI 
Election Petition No, 3[85 
Shri Prahlad and others 


Versus 

Shri La lit Maken —Defendant, 

This th e 4th day of September, 1985 
Coram : Hon'blc Mr, Justice J, D, JAIN 
PRESENT : 

None. 

E.P. No. 3/85 

There is no appearance on behalf of cither party today. 
Hence, the petitioner does not appear to be interested in 
prosecuting this election petition. It is, therefore* dismissed 
in default of appearance|non-prosecution. 

September 4 r 1985, 

Sdl- 

J. D. JAIN, Judge 

vrTTfr farafan aiWrn 

qf 1 7 1 9W 5 

*]T ^irfhfirfiFq- 1951 (1951 

*FT 43) tff UTTT 1 0f> % 3f^TT<JT if 

n^ffPT mfm Tf. 198 5 1 if (TftTWPT 

ic*) IHT 31 ^TTf, 1 98 5 ^flM WTftpT £ , 

[?f. s 3 /t*tt /1 / ft 5 ] 

sjtTtt tf 


Plaintiff 
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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 17th October, 1985 

ON, 98.—In pursuance of section 1U6 of the Re¬ 
presentation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the 
Flection Commission hereby publishes the Older pronounced 
on 31st July, 1985 by the High Court of Judicature at 
Bombay (Aurangabad Bench) in Election Petition No. 1 of 
1985. 

[No. 82iM'f-HP| 1|85J 
By Order, 

BALWANT SINGH, Under Secy. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY, 
AURANOABAD BENCH AT AURANGABAD 

Election Petition No, 1 of 1985 

Kcnduppa Sadashiv Kore, age 41 

years, occupation Social Worker, 
resident of Kasba Tadwala, Tq., 
and District Osmanabad. —Petitioner. 

Versus 

1. Arvind Tulsiramji Kamble, age; 

adult, occupation— 

resident of Navi Abadi, Udgir, District 
Latur, at present Member of, 

Parliament-New Delhi. 

2. Dcorauo Namdeorao Kamble, age : 

Adult, occupation— 

Resident of Pathri Mohella, 

Maliwada, Tq. Pathri, Dist., 

Parbhani. 

3. Ashok Shanker Gholup, age: 

Adult, r|o 3699 Malapp a Dhanshati, 

Road, Tq. Bassi, Dist. Sholapur, 

4. Mohan Eknuthrao Kamble, age; 

Adult, cccupution-Lecturer, 
resident of Shivaji College, 

Barsi, Dist:. Sholapur, 

5. Vithal Sathe, age : Adult, 

occupation-Nil, resident, 
of B-42 Near Sa wit riba i, 

Phule Hostel University, 

Pune-411007. 

6- Tukaram, S/o Sadashiv Shringare, 
age : Adult occu. Advocate* resident 
of 10 DRT Labour Colony, Latur, 

Dist, Latur. 

7. Ramanand Tiwari, Returning, 

Officer, 36th Osmanabad, 

Constituency for Vllllh, 

Lok Sabha, at present, 

Collector, Osmanabad. —Respondents. 

Shri S. A. Chede, Advocate for the Petitioner. 

Nonoc—for the Respondents. 

CORAM : KHANDEKAR, J. 
Dute ; July 31st, 1985 
ORDER 

This order deals with a preliminary point which has 
arisen in this petition at the initial stage in view of non-com¬ 
pliance of th c provisions contained in section 117 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951. 

2. The Election Commission of India declared Election 
Programme for Vlllth Lok Sabha Flections under section 
30 of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 (herein¬ 
after referred to a** the Act), after the President of India 
yrdered election* for the Lok Sabha as per the notification 
issued in November 1984. Respondent No. 7 Shri Ramanand 
Tiwari, Collector of Osmanabad was appointed as returning 


Office for the 36th (SCEOsmunabad Parliamentary Consti¬ 
tuency, which was a reserved constituency. This consis¬ 
tency comprises of Osmanabad, Kalfiim, Tuljapur, Bhoom, 
Paranda, Burst and Karmala talukas, thc first 5 talukas being 
parts of Osmanabad District, while the latter 2 talukas form 
parts of Sholapur. The lust date for liling nominations for 
the constituency was 27th November 1984. Thc date of 
sciuliny was 28tn November 1984 while the last dale for 
withdrawal of the nominations was 30th November 1984. 
Thc Poll was fixed for 27th December 1984. 

3. The present petitioner by name Kendappu Sadashiv 
Kore, the present respondent nos. 1 to 6 and others filed 
their nominations before the Returning Officer on the ap¬ 
pointed date. A<? it was a reserved constituency, the peti¬ 
tioner filed a certificate to the elfect that he belonged to 
the Scheduled Cu^te, along with his nomination paper. At 
the lime of the scrutiny, respondents nos. 1 to 6 did not 
file any objections to the nomination of the petitioner but 
the Returning Officer (respondent no. 7) suo motu ob¬ 
jected to the nomination of the petitioner and he rejected 
his nomination paper, observing that the caste certificate 
submitted by him wus not issued by the competent authority. 
The respondent no. l Mr. Arvind Tulsiramji Kamble was 
declared elected to the above-mentioned constituency after 
the poll. 

4. The Petitioner lias filed this election petition under 
section 81 of the Act, thereby challenging thc election of 
respondent no. 1 to the Lok Sabha from thc reserved consti¬ 
tuency mentioned above. The main allegations in the peti¬ 
tion are that respondent no. 7 did not make any enquiry as 
contemplated by section 36(2) of the Act before rejecting 
his nomination paper and thus his nomination paper was 
wrongly rejected. He, therefore, prayed that the election of 
respondent no, l Mr. Arvind Tulsiramji Kamble to the Lok 
Sabha from 36th Osmanabad Parliamentary Constitucncy be 
set aside and fresh poll be ordered. 

5. One Mr. S- A. Chede, advocate, who is u Voter from 
thc said Parliamentary Constituency, mentioned above, also 
filed Election petition No. 2 of 1985 challenging the election 
of Mr. Arvind Kamble, the present respondent no, 1 to thc Lok 
Sabha from the same constituency. He alleged in his petition 
that the Rcgurning Officer had committed an error in re¬ 
jecting the nomination of Kondappa Sadashiv Kore who is 
the petitioner in Election Petition No. 1'of 1985. Along- 
with thisl election petition, petitioner Mr. S. A. Chede has 
deposited Rs. 2,050 being the amount of security as laid 
dowTi hy section 117 of the Act. 

6. In thc present Election Petition No. 1 of 1985, thc 
petitioner Mr. Kondappa Sadashiv Kore has, however, not 
deposited the amount of security to the tune of Rs. 2,000 
as wa$ ordered by this Court on 31st January 1985. In 
view of this failure on the part of the petitioner Mr. Kondappa 
Sadeshiv Kore to deposit the amount of security, a prelimiary 
point has arisen for consideration whether the election pctL 
tion should b e dismissed in view of the non-compliance of 
the provisions of section 117 of the Act. 

7. Chapter III of Part III of thc Representation of the 
People Act deals with thc trial of election petitions. It 
would be important to bear in mind some provisions contain¬ 
ed in that Chapter, 

Section 86 of the Act is in thc following terms; 

"86(1) The High Court shall dismiss an election peti¬ 
tion which does not comply with the provisions of 
section 81 or section 82 or section 117. 

LXPl ANATTON. —An order of thc High Court dismissing 
an election petition under this sub-section shall be 
deemed to be an order made under clause (a) of 
section 98, 

13) Where more election petitions than one are present- 
ted to the High Court in respect of the same elec¬ 
tion, all of them shall be referred for trial to the 
same Judge who may, in his discretion, try them 
separately or in one or more groups.*' 

The other sub-sections of this section are not mentioned 
iii, they are not /elevant for our purpose at this stage Similarly 
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sections 81 and 82 are not reproduced as they are not re¬ 
levant for purposes of this order, 

8- Section 98 r ima as under ; 

“98(a) dismissing the election petition; or" 

Sub-sections (b) and (c) are not relevant for our purpose. 

9, Section 117 which is included in Chapter V of Pari 
III of the Act is in the following terms : 

“i!7(U,—At the time o£ presenting an election petition 
tne petitioner shall deposit in me High Court in 
coraancc with the rules of the High Court a sum of 
two tiiousand rupeca ay security for the costs of 
the petition* 

Sub-section 12) of this section is not relevant lor ow 
purpose. 

ID. There is no dispute that the petitioner k* S, Koie, 

*a flection Petition No. 1 of 1985, did not deposit the amount 
ot Ks. 2,IKK) by way of security in spite of the order ol 
this Court, as required by section 117 of tire Act. Trie ques¬ 
tion, tnexcfore, arose at the preliminary stage whether tuifc> 
peiiubn would cnuil aismis&al in view of the provisions con* 
tamed in section 86(1) or the Act which are lo the cncct 
that ‘the High Court shall dismiss an election petition which 
does not comply with tne provisions of sccaun 81 or section 
82. or section ill. 1 There is no dispute that the peutiuner 
Mr. Cneds in Election Petition No. 2 of 19&5 has deposited 
the requisue amount of Rs. 2,000 by way of security* ine 
facts in tne present petition are quite similar lo those in 
Election Petition No* 2 of 1985 and the only grievance made 
in both petitions in that the Returning Officer has wrun±Ay 
rejected the nomination paper of Mr. K* S. Kore. It was 
on inis giound that the election of the Present lespondent 
no. 1 Arvind Kamoic was sought to be set aside* Sun Chede, 
the learned counsel for the petitioner Mr. K. S. Kore convassed 
before me that since Ejection Petitions Nos, 1 and 2 of ly85 
are based on similur facts and since the same relief is claimed 
in both these petitions, it was not necessary for Mr. K. S. 
Kore to deposit die amount of security in Election Petition 
No. 1 of 1985, lo support this argument, Mr. Chede, the 
. learned counsel for the petitioner placed reliance 
"on. the provisions contained in sub-section (3) of section 
86 of the Act, Sub-section (3) of section 86 provides that 
‘where "more election petitions than one are presented to the 
High CoL?rt in respect of the same election, all of them shall 
be referred for trial to the same Judge who may, in his 
discretion, try them separately or in one or incre groups.' 
However, there is no provision in the Act that when more 
election petitions than one aro presented to the High Court 
in respect of the same election, an the petitioners in these 
petitions except one arc exempted from depositing the 
amount of security as laid down in section 117 of the Act* 
In my opinion, therefore, if there arc more election petitions 
than one in respect of the same election, all the petitioners 
must deposit the amount of security of Rs. 2,000 as envisaged 
by section 117 of the Act* The matter would have merited 
different consideration if more than one petitioner had joined 
themselves in one and the same petition. If there are 4 
petitioners in one election petition and if one of them deposits 
the amount of security, it is not necessaiy for the other 3 
petitioners to deposit the amount of security separately. A» 
pointed out in Yeahwant Sitaram Dessai and others v. 
Jaisinoarao A. Ranc and others (AIR 1974 Goa, Daman and 
Dio, 4), the deposit under section 117 Of the Act is for 
the security of cost of the petition. In joint petitions though 
there arc more than one petitioner the petition being only 
4>ne* the deposit of Rs. 2,000 only is payble. This is not 
the case before us. There are two separate election petitions 
and consequently, it is incumbent on the petitioner in each 
cose to deposit the amount of security as laid down under 
section 117 of the Act as the provisions of that seciion are 
mandatory. The urgument thus advanced on behalf of the 
petitioner K. S. Kore, therefore, holds no water and conse¬ 
quently, has to be rejected. 

11. It was next argued by the [earned counsel for the 
petitioner that as per explanation to section 86(1) of the 


Act, an order of lhe High Court passed under subjection 
(4) of section 86 is deemed to bo an order under section 
y«(a) of the Act. Inc provisions of section 98(a) start 
wall the words "At the conclusion of the trial.**.”. It 
was, therefore, contended on the basis of the explanation to 
section 86(1) and section 98(a) of the Act that dismissal 
of the petition under section 86(1) could be done only 
alter full trifif of the petition and not at the pieimnnary 
stage, though there is no compliance of the provisions under 
section 117 of the Act. What was tried to suggest on behalf 
of the petitioner that it is only after the lull trial that tne 
hlection Petition No. 1 of 1985 could be dismissed for non- 
compliance of the provisions of section 117 of the Act. 

1 Jind myself unable to agree with this submission made-on 
behalf of the petitioner. 

12. in thin connection it would be useful to refer to the 
decision of the Supreme Court in the case Om Fruoha Jain 
v. bam Chand and another (AIR 1959 SC 8^/J. due tacts 
in this case are that the Election Tribunal dismissed ibe 
election petition under section 90(3) of the Representation 
ol the People Act for non-compliance of section 117 of the 
Act, Section 90(3), which is now deleted but which 
was in existence at that lime, provided that the Tribunal 
shall dismiss an election petition which docs not comply 
with the provisions Of section 81, 82 or 117, notwnhsianding 
ihat it lias not been dismissed by th Election Tribunal' under 
section 85. Section 85 of the Act was to the effect that if 
the provisions of section 81, section 82 or section 117 have 
not been complied with, the Election Commission shall dismiss 
the petition. Sections 85 and 90 have now been deleted from 
the present Act. It is to be noted that the provisions in 
section 85 (now repealed) are similar to the provisions con¬ 
tained in section 86(1) of the present Act. The question for 
consideration in this case of O P* Jain was whether the order 
dismissing an election petition under section 96(3) for non- 
compliance with section 117 was an appealable older under 
section 116A oj? the Act. It was held that an order dismissing 
an election petition under section 90(3) for non-compliance 
with section 117 was an order under section 98 and was 
appealable under seciion 116A of the Act. The following 
observations in the case of O.P. Jain (Cit supra) are 
relevant : 

‘There is no Justification for the view that the word 
‘trial 1 in section 98 means that stage of the trial 
where evidence is tendered and arguments are ad¬ 
dressed. An order made under the powers con¬ 
tained in section 90(3) brings to an end the proceed¬ 
ings arising out of a petition; after it is mode, noth¬ 
ing more remains for the Election Tribunal to try 
or do in respect of that petition. Therefore, it would 
appear that it is made at the conclusion of the 
proceedings before the Tribunal. It is thus an 
order under section 98.” 

“Further, the word "trial’ as used in other sections of 

part VI or the Act dearly means the entire pro¬ 

ceeding before a Tribunal from the reference to it 
by the Flection Commission to the conclusion. 
There is, theiefore, no reason to give it a restricted 
meaning in section 98”. 

12. It will thus be seen from the observations made in 

O, P. Iain’s case (cit. tfupta) that an order dismissing an 
election petition under section 90(3) for non-compliance 
with section 117 is an order under section 98 which has 

been given a status of an appealable order and a$ such an 

appeal against that order is competent under section 116A 
of the Act. In view of the observations made in the Supreme 
Court case, cited supra, it is no longer'open to the petitioner 
to contained that in view of the provisions contained in 
section 98(a) of the Act, the election petition shoufd reach 
the stage of complete trial. T therefore, do not find any 
subfiance in the contention advanced on behalf of the peti¬ 
tioner K. S. Kore and accordingly, that contention is rejected. 

13, Shri S. A. Chede, the learned counsel for the petitioner 
urged before me that the provisions of section 117 of the 
Act are, discretionary and not mandatory and as such Election 
Petition No. l of 1985 should not be dismissed Jn Amine. 
He also submitted that this petition could be kept along 
with Election Petition No. 2 of 1985 for hearing, since both 
these petitions challenge the election of respondent no, 1 on 
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one and the same ground. Section 117 of the Act specifically 
states that at the time of presenting an election petition, the 
petitioner shall deposit in. the High Court in accordance with 
the Rules of the High Court a sum of two thousand rupees 
as security for the costs of the petition. Section 86(1) states 
that the High Couit shall dismiss an election petition which 
docs not comply with the provisions of section 81 or section 
82 or section 117. After carefully perusing thcjc provisions, 
I feel that the provisions contained in section 117 of the 
Act are memlatory and there is no provision in the Act which 
gives a discretion to the Judge to ignore that provision, 

14. In support ot mv view, l would refer to the decisions 
of the Supreme Court in two cases- Tn the case of M. 
Kammanidhi v. H. V. Handn and others, (AIR 1983 SC 558), 
it was observed as under : 

“Sub-section (1) of section 117 is in two parts. The 
first part of sub-section (1) of section 117 provides 
that at the lime of presenting an election petition, 
the petitioner shall deposit in the High Cowl a 
sum of Rs. 2,000 as security for the costs of the 
petition, and the second is that such deposit shall 
be made in the High Court in accordance with the 
rules of the High Court. The requirement regard¬ 
ing the making of a security deposit of Rs, 2,000 
in the High Court is mandatory, the non-compliance 
of which must entail dismissal in limine of the 
election petition under sub-section (1) of section 
86 of the Act.” 

15, In the case Of Choran Lai Sahu v. Nandhishore Bhatt 
and others, (AIR 1973 SC 2464) it was observed as under : 

“If no discretion to condone the delay in presentation 
of the petition or to absolve the petitioner from 
payment of security for costs is conferred, it cannot 
be exercised under any general law or any principle 
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of equity. There is no provision in the Act Em¬ 
powering the High Court to absolve the petitioner 
from making any security deposit or to reduce the 
amount required to be deposited under the Act.*’ 

It was further observed in that case that the High Court 
had no option but to reject the petition for .ion-deposit of 
security along with the election petition as required by 
section 117 of the Act, 

16. It will thus be seen from the decisions of the Supreme 
Court cited above that the provision^ of section 117 of 
the Representation of the People Act ure mandatory and if 
there is no compliance of these provisions regarding the 
security deposit, than the High Court has no other option 
under section 86(1) of the Act but to reject the election 
petition. Consequently, the provisions of section 117 of the 
Act being mandatory, its non-compliance would entnij; the 
dismissal of this petition in limine. 

17. In the view that 1 took, this election petition is dis¬ 
missed a*, provided by seclon 86(1) of the Representation 
of the People Act. An authenticated copy of this judgment 
and order shall be sent to the Election Commission as 
required by section 103 of the sai dAct. Similarly, this 
order shall be communicated to the Election Commissmn and 
Speaker of Lok Sabba. 

18- At this -dime Shri Chedc, Learned counsel tor tin* 
petitioner requests for stay of any action to be taken wider 
sections 103 and 106 of the Representation of People Act 
for one month. Request refused. 

Typed bv.—R. M. Dubcy, Clerk. 

■Read by :—Sd/ Illegible 
Examined by :—Sd/'- llfegible 
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«fr fti ft 7 ?! TTlft ft qwrtk 

T, 4 -t/l, ff U 7 oftt 

ftrqTft'Fqrp;, ftqftbr-51 
(qrqk^7) 

rift qq 

fW ftolr (qrqfeq-) 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


*rr<m*r 

t s ’fliTtfXiwrr (or .) 

*T; i' 2-1 

XI hit, 

«ff afeTHTj aTSqST 

fr xrfiik A arrow 

WWr T m T 7 " X ■5k A 
if 3TTOT ^ 1 



2 U wfiir fawkR 

TPTF 3T4T_ ( rTnr 

JTfftrr (vfifeT) 

mar ^ 4 4 

arrow tz i 





7 6 /^friro-wr. w./as (l-f')l 


it, 

*Tf ’Tr, 


New Delhi, the 7th October, 1985 

ORDER 

O.N. 99.-—Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that each of the contesting candidates speci¬ 
fied in column (4) of the Table below at the election 
lo the House of the neop!e| Legislative Assembly 
specified in column (2) and held from the consti¬ 
tuency specified in column (3) against his name has 
failed to lodge an account of his election expenses in 
the manner)has not lodged the account at all as shown 
in column (5) of the said Table as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 nnd 
the Rules made thereunder : 


And, whereas, the said candidates have either not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice or the Election Com¬ 
mission, after considering the representations made 
by them, if any, is satisfied that they have no good 
reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby dec¬ 
lares the persons specified in column (4) or the 
Table below to be disqualified for being chosen and 
for being, a member of either House of the Parlia¬ 
ment or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative 
Council of a State for a period of 3 years from the 
date of this order. 


TABLE 


S. 

No. 


Particulars of 
election 


S. No. and Name of 
Constituency 


Name of the contesting candidate 


1 


I, General Election 
House of People 


-do- 


to th* 12. Bangalore North Shri Khalid Nishu, 

Parliamentary Cons- 48-A, Charles, Champball Road, 
tituency Cox Town, Bangalore 5 (Karnataka) 

Shri Jayaram, 

No. 44/1, DTI Street 70th Division, 
Shivaj inagar, 

Bangalore-51, 

(Karnataka) 

Shri H.R, Siddalingachar, 

Venkatala Village, 

Venkatagirikote Post, 

Dovanahalli Taluk, 

District Bangalore, 

(Karnataka). 

Shri B.M. Lingappa, 

No, 24, Gayathripuram, II Stage, 
Nazarbad Mohalla, 

Mysore District, Karnataka 


15. Chamarajanagar 
(SC) Parliamentary 
Constituency 


Reason for dis¬ 
qualification 


Failed lo lodge 
the account not in 
time & in manner 

Failed to lodged 
any account 


-do- 


-do- 



213 


[WT*T II- - 3 (ill )] 


I 


3. -do- 


xrto; w 30, isas/smxRw 3 , 190s 


20, Chickmagalur 

Parliamentary 

Constituency 




5 


Karnataka. 

Shri C. Devanna, 

President, 

S-ricullural Labour Union, Mamballi, 


Yelandur Taluk, 

Mysore District, 

(Karnataka). 

Shri M. Govinda Prabliu, 

S/o Dana Prabhu, 

Hotel Taj Mahal, Market Road, 
(Karnataka). 


Failed to lodge the 
account no; in 
time and mannei 


Failed to lodged 
the account in 
the manner* 


[No. 76/KT-HP/85 (1-6)] 
By ord ?r, 
C.L. ROSE, Secy. 


flMt, i topsf, 1 ass 

^ 198 3 it VJR faunT FVflT % pTg 

Ttfmvn fTOfro g i:: 4-Trrirfcrr faunr qvrr P.gfro it 
prct®R tft vrzpff v rt to - gx, gTPtfqrg, 

VTW^TT ftOTT, vmg *rt rifa 1 tffttfgpFq' SlfhpRg, 1951 V.’ 
arn* 1 ot % ^tfbr PptPft ^ tot iqfiifim 

fftr sjiarifl argrg gg PRgf % irTfater *frr% g 

iflWt ^ pR^UT ^RR>T % TTRta 7 1 9S3 % 

<qfa*T 4. to-ato-Pt. 4. /«3 (i a ?r 23 to) tun ^rtpH 

*rfoTT *TT; 

mb: mV mtHT am g fTObR muffa % to tt 

gnj; ^ fTtR ^ fag vrtt faaT £ famr tot fafa 

3 TTT ^Vfa g faYn^T ^RT ®fTT hwr it 

mJgFTOT % ^Tfg S; 

mb: tot 4 t ?jt mRR g ^rfTOr jg mb: mn 
irbr it stof TOt qr m tot fCrr sffa mgriu Fttt fa to£V 
TO mWRT Vt FT6 ^fa^H ^TTg; 

mbt frobur mRbr g tot mtfTO g ?fr *r$ «rPcft«rPnff qr 
muffa % ito fnrfTObrr rto vt tot Tfftrr TOgg 
Tift ^ fag fag w gVfaFf tort qr fTOi T qrbf % to? 
fagfar mxfg eft *4 *T 7 g Tt brifa faro £; 

5 q^r: m* muffa, tot mfufTOr rr tjm 11 tm vrfamff^ 
*tt mbT qrrft jg, gr^ru, «ft nbrr ^rm gr qr 7 tort, 

1 9S3 % wt nfa¥r ^rrr ?nnf nf Pr^tt q?V 3 ^ ?r 

2 TW t 1 

[4. *to-Pt. ^./ 124/83 ] 
nrbn- ir, 

gF. ft. gWR^TTFpR 


New Delhi, the 1st November, 1985 

ORDER 

O.N, J 00,—Whereas Shri Bhola Nath Sur, 
Santipara, Bashbad, P.O, Dibntgarh, Assam, who 
was a contesting candidate for General Election to 
the Assam Legislative Assembly held in February 
1983, from 124-Marghcrita Assembly Constituency, 
was disqualified by the Election Commission vide 
its Order No. 76[ASLA)83 (19 to 23) dated the 
7th November, 1983, under Section 10A of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, for failure 
to lodge any account of his election expenses under 
the said Act and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas the said Shri Bhola Nath Sur has 
submitted a petition before the Election Commission 
praying for the removal of the disqualification 
imposed on him giving reasons for his failure to 
lodge any account of his election expenses as required 
by law ; 

And whereas, he said, Shri Sur appeared before 
the Commission and regreted for his failure to 
lodge the accounts and requested to overlook his 
failure; 

And whereas, the said, Shri Sur appeared before 
taking into account the_ circumstances explained in 
the said petition and his oral submissions before 
the Commission for his failure to lodge any account 
of his election expenses has decided to reduce the 
period of disqualification to two years ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers confer¬ 
red by Section 11 of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby reduce the period of disquali¬ 
fication imposed on Shri Bhola Nath Sur vide its 
order dated 7th November, 1983 from three vears 
to two years, 

LNo. AS-IA|124I831 
By order, 

S. D. PERSHAD, ’ Under Secy. 
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